Introduction
In the past few decades strategic performance management (SPM) has attracted much interest from both academics and practitioners (Letza, 1996; Marr and Schiuma, 2002) . In this article, SPM is defined as 'the process where steering of the organization takes place through the systematic definition of mission, strategy and objectives of the organization, making these measurable through critical success factors and key performance indicators, in order to be able to take corrective actions to keep the organization on track' (Waal, 2007) . While practitioners were primarily concerned with the implementation of SPM systems, either new or improved, academics have been studying whether regular use of SPM systems leads to better organisational results (Ahn, 2001; Ittner et al., 2003; Said et al., 2003; Sandt et al., 2001; Waal et al., 2004; Lawson et al., 2005) . However, there is still little known about the actual mechanisms underlying possible effects of SPM (Bourne et al., 2000; Bourne et al., 2005) .
Fortunately, this intriguing issue is gaining interest and researchers are increasingly examining the factors which cause SPM to work (Vakkuri and Meklin, 2000; Malina and Selto, 2001; Neely et al., 2004) . One of the questions which has been underexposed in the literature sofar, is whether there exists a relationship between the status of SPM system implementation and the perceived benefits of the system (McCormack et al., 2008) . Or more specifically: Does a company experience more advantages and less disadvantages the further implemented and thus the more complete the SPM system is? This article describes empirical research that deals with this question, by aiming to provide an answer to the following research question: What advantages and disadvantages of SPM do practitioners experience, and are
these influenced by the level of completeness of a SPM system implementation?
This article is organized as follows. The following two sections deal with the literature on the advantages and disadvantages of SPM and the effects of SPM system implementations. The literature findings have been tested in a series of interviews conducted at 17 Dutch business companies and the results are discussed in the fourth section of the article. Finally, the last section provides a summary and a discussion of the limitations of the research. The research described in this article may help management to focus on the need to complete SPM system implementations to maximize benefits of the system.
Advantages and disadvantages of SPM and completeness of implementation
The main source of our research to identify SPM advantages and disadvantages consisted of academic and management publications discussing real-world experiences of organizations with SPM. A general search among academic and management databases on the topic of SPM advantages and disadvantages initially yielded 5.625 matches. However, most of these sources were either purely conceptual/theoretical or anecdotic in nature. After narrowing down the search criteria exclusively to literature containing empirical academic research, only 28 sources remained. From these sources, a list of 4 quantitative and 22 qualitative advantages and 8 qualitative disadvantages was compiled (Kourtit and Waal, 2009 ).
Appendix 1 summarizes the SPM advantages and disadvantages (in decreasing order of number of literature sources) and lists the publications in which these were found. It is interesting to see that the number of quantitative advantages (i.e. financial advantages)
found was limited, and that quantitative disadvantages were even non-existent in the literature.
As noted in the Introduction, the relationship between the completeness of the implementation of a SPM system and benefits experienced by the organization has been underexposed in the literature. There is some literature that states that a SPM system has to be completely implemented in order to assure an operational SPM system which is used regularly. A complete SPM system can thus be seen as a precondition for achieving benefits from the system. 'Completely implemented' means that there is a fully operational system in place which contains critical success factor and key performance indicator data of the organization, which is used on a regular basis to monitor, discuss and manage business performance related issues (Bourne et al., 2002; Waal, 2003 , Bititci et al., 2006 . Several studies (Nudurupati, 2003; Evans, 2004; Lockamy and McCormack, 2004; McCormack et al., 2008) confirm that properly designed, implemented and used SPM systems are positively associated with improvements in organizational results. Many other studies that have made observations with regard to the relationship between completeness of the SPM system implementation and perceived benefits are of an anecdotal nature and less based on solid business management theory (Letza, 1996; Axson, 1999; Hepworth, 1998; Carlin, 1999; Frigo and Krurnwiede, 2000; Kueng, 2000) . Finally, there is literature that states that higher levels of maturity in any business process result in: better control of results; improved forecasting of goals, costs and performance; greater effectiveness in reaching pre-defined goals; and improved management's ability to propose new and higher targets for performance (Srai et al., 2006; McCormack et al., 2008) . In this context, maturity is defined as a measure of the level of development or sophistication of a process; the more developed a process is the more benefits it will yield. Given that SPM system implementation is a type of business process, the 'maturity literature' may be assumed to implicitly state that the more complete the SPM system implementation is, the more an organization will benefit from this system. To our knowledge however, this proposition has not yet been tested and reported in empirical literature. Neely et al. (1995) provide an extensive overview of the status of SPM systems and list many research questions which need to be addressed, but ignore the issue of completeness of SPM system implementation. Toni and Tonchia (2001) give a comprehensive overview of different types of SPM systems, but fail to address the relationship between the completeness of SPM system implementation and organizational performance. Evans (2004) states in his research on the relationship between SPM systems and performance that his results "suggest that organizations with more mature performance measurement systems report better results in terms of customer, financial and market performance." This suggests that an organization with a SPM system achieves higher turnover, more profit, higher customer satisfaction and higher market share than an organization that does not use a SPM system. Evans, however, does not define maturity of SPM systems nor does he elaborate on this particular issue. Aken et al. (2005) make an implicit assumption that a more mature and more complete enterprise performance management system (as these authors call the SPM system) will yield more benefits for an organization, but again this assumption is not tested in practice. Olsen et al. (2007) put forward that the effectiveness of an SPM system is based on three criteria (causality, continuous improvement and process control), but do not link this effectiveness to the level of completeness of a SPM system implementation. Radnor and Barnes (2007) give an excellent overview of the development of SPM systems, but do not link the different development stages they distinguish to the benefits experienced by organizations. This offers an opportunity to investigate whether the level of completeness of a SPM system implementation bears a direct relation to the perceived benefits of such a system. This leads to the following research question: What advantages and disadvantages of SPM do practitioners experience, and are these influenced by the level of completeness of a SPM system implementation? To investigate this question, the concept of completeness of a SPM system implementation has to be operationalized. As the literature did not provide us with a clear and practical definition of completeness of a SPM system implementation, we decided to formulate one. To be able to do this, we asked the organisations participating in the research whether they had completed the implementation of the SPM system in their organisation and if so, whether the implementation had gone according to plan. The underlying assumption was that the best way of telling whether a SPM system yields certain advantages or disadvantages is to compare real SPM system implementations in various stages of completion. The three stages of SPM system implementation we distinguished on the basis of responses given were: completely implemented, almost (completely) implemented, not (yet) completely implemented.
Research approach
To test whether SPM advantages and disadvantages that organizations experience are related to the level of completeness of the SPM system implementation, we interviewed organizational staff members of prominent Dutch business firms. As the literature search did not yield a structured, validated questionnaire to obtain information from organizations on the SPM advantages, disadvantages and level of completeness of a SPM system implementation, a self-composed questionnaire was used. The advantages and disadvantages identified from the literature were converted into questions and presented to the interviewees. For instance, the advantage 'improvement in communication in the organization on the strategy' translated into the following question: "Have you noticed that communication on the strategy has improved since the implementation of the SPM system?"
The participating companies, all from the profit sector, were selected on the basis of one criterion, namely whether they had implemented or were in the process of implementing a SPM system. To determine the degree to which these organisations experienced advantages and disadvantages, the statements in the questionnaire were formulated in such a manner that interviewees had to give a rating on a Likert 5-point scale, varying from '1= not at all' (i.e. 'we did not at all experience the (dis)advantage') to '5 = very strong' (i.e. 'we experienced the (dis)advantage very strongly). The interviewees were also asked if they had completed the implementation of the SPM system as it was initially planned. The questionnaire was first tested at one company after which some small adjustments were made in the formulation of several questions.
The research procedure was as follows. A letter was sent to a selected group of organisations in the Dutch profit sector, inviting them to participate in the research. The organisations were chosen on the basis of previous contacts we had with them so we could get easy access.
In total 52 people of 17 organisations were interviewed. No selection of industries was made in order to heighten the chance of generalization of the research results. Appendix 2 gives information on the participating organisations and interviewees. The questionnaire was not sent in advance to interviewees in order to increase the spontaneity of answers. This was because the research was more about what interviewees' experiences were with SPM than about getting a 'correct' answer. At the beginning of the interview, the two interviewers first gave a short introduction explaining the research objective, a definition of a SPM, and the interview procedure. After that, the interviewees were asked to what degree they experienced a certain advantage or disadvantage from the SPM system, by choosing one of the five ratings and explaining their choice. The interviewers were careful not to influence the interviewees in any way during the interview. They gave, for instance, no comments on the responses given by interviewees. This procedure minimized the risk on response bias.
After the interviews, the interview reports were sent to the interviewees for confirmation of their responses. After interviewees had approved the interview reports, the answers given were averaged for each company.
Research results
Based on the answer to the interview question 'Did you complete the implementation of the SPM system as it was initially planned?' the organizations were categorized, creating three groups with different levels of completeness of a SPM system implementation. The first group consisted of organizations that had fully completed the implementation of the SPM system, either according to plan or not. This group consisted of five organizations. The second group included organizations that had not yet but almost fully completed the implementation of the SPM system. This group contained eight organizations. The third group consisted of organizations that were not near to completing the SPM system implementation. This group contained four organizations. For each group, the scores for all organizations in the group were averaged. Appendices 3 through 5 provide lists of detailed scores for each advantage and disadvantage. Table 3 show that the differences between the completeness categories might not be significant. In this respect, when looking into more detail at Appendix 4, it is interesting to notice that for eight of the 22 qualitative advantages, the 'yes'-category experiences the strongest advantages. These advantages seem to be of a more organization-wide (better knowledge sharing, better management, more employee commitment, more clarity of contribution, higher quality, higher employee satisfaction) or strategic nature (better strategic communication, better organizational reputation) which initially take time to achieve but in the long run may develop into lasting and strong benefits of the SPM system. The other 14 qualitative advantages mostly relate to processes (e.g., better focus, better information quality, higher efficiency, better decision-making, more effective control) and can be achieved more quickly than the organisation-wide and strategic advantages.
Looking at appendix 5, it is interesting to note that two disadvantages in particular are strongly experienced by organizations with a completely or almost completely implemented SPM system: 'the SPM system does not contain enough strategic information' and 'the SPM system is too expensive and bureaucratic.' It can be argued that these disadvantages are of the type that will only be experienced after use of a complete or almost complete SPM system. When organizational staff use a SPM system for a prolonged period of time, they may become more demanding and require higher-quality information, especially strategic information as many performance management systems contain enough operational information. At the same time, staff may be aware of the system becoming too elaborate (because it includes too many types of information) and bureaucratic and consequently too expensive.
Summary and limitations
The research described in this article focused on answering the question whether more complete SPM systems yield more advantages and less disadvantages for an organisation.
Based on a literature study and practical research among 17 prominent Dutch companies, it became clear that the answer to this question is affirmative: organisations that have a fully implemented SPM system do seem to be gaining more financial and non-financial advantages than organisations that are still implementing such a system. Companies that have almost completed the implementation of a SPM system are gaining qualitative benefits, but they experience less financial rewards. Because the ultimate goal of all organizations is to obtain better financial performance, the research results seem to argue in favour of completely implementing a SPM system, as only then organizations will be fully supported in achieving this goal. The practical implication of this research is that implementation and use of a complete SPM system does yield specific quantitative and qualitative advantages for an organization. The research results provide management with the knowledge about the advantages to be expected at each stage of completeness of a SPM system implementation.
Management can use this knowledge to convince organizational staff that a SPM system is only beneficial for the organization if it is completely implemented. Management now also has a means to check whether complete implementation of the SPM system has been achieved. If the organisation does not experience the financial benefits of the SPM system, management has to investigate whether parts of the SPM system have not yet been properly deployed.
The research discussed in this article has several limitations. The sample size of the research was relatively small. Although 17 organisations participated in the research, only 52 people were interviewed, which restricts the generalisation to all companies. Also, the selection of the 17 organisations produced a sample that may have been biased. It is not unlogical to assume that organisations which have successfully implemented and used SPM are more willing to participate in the research than companies which did not have these positive There is not enough strategic information in the system Kald and Nilsson, 2000; Sim and Koh, 2001 The performance indicators are too subjective and therefore unreliable Kald and Nilsson, 2000; Malina and Selto, 2001 There is too much historical information 
